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along the DMZ, with enough heavy ar-
tillery to substantially damage Seoul
and inflict casualties by the millions.
And there are reports that nerve
agents may also be deployed along the
DMZ.

Since my visit, the 800,000 forward-
deployed North Korean troops have
been placed on high alert and are pre-
pared to move instantly.

I believe the blame for precipitating
this crisis lies squarely with North
Korea, which clearly violated the
Agreed Framework by beginning the
surreptitious development of nuclear
capacity.

North Korea has also expelled all
international inspectors and equip-
ment; withdrawn from the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty; restarted its
plutonium processing plants; moved
thousands of plutonium rods out of
locked safe storage back into the nu-
clear production line; and is enriching
uranium for nuclear weapon purposes.

The government of Kim Jong Il has
clearly placed its focus, not on feeding
its people, but in developing its mili-
tary, its missiles and its nuclear capa-
bility, all in defiance of treaties it has
signed.

Yet it also appears that our own han-
dling of events on the Korean peninsula
over the past 2 years, as well as our
broader foreign policy rhetoric and
statements have served, ironically, to
fuel North Korea’s paranoia and made
the situation much more difficult to
manage.

Part of the problem has been our re-
luctance to endorse outgoing President
Kim Dae Jung’s ‘‘Sunshine Policy,” a
diplomatic and economic effort by the
South Korean government to ease ten-
sions with the North. President Kim
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in
2000 for precisely these initiatives.

This move was perceived as a major
humiliation in South Korea, helped set
the stage for the rising tide of anti-
Americanism, and was seen as a sign
by the North that the administration
was intent on a policy of isolation and
confrontation.

The North Korean situation offers no
easy solution. We should keep the door
open to the possibility of high level
discussion.

This ongoing crisis has also led many
to rethink America’s military presence
on the Korean peninsula. Such periodic
reviews are a good idea, but at the
same time, I strongly believe that we
should not do anything hastily.

And although overshadowed by the
crisis, much of my trip to South Korea
focused on determining how to best fi-
nance the reconfiguration of U.S. mili-
tary installations in South Korea.

In the past 2 years alone, Congress
has appropriated more than $500 mil-
lion for military construction in South
Korea. Much of this money has gone to
improve barracks and to begin to im-
plement a program known as the Ko-
rean Land Partnership Plan.

This joint U.S.-Republic of Korea
plan is designed to reduce the U.S.
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military ‘‘footprint” in Korea, while at
the same time upgrade facilities for
U.S. soldiers. This latter effort is par-
ticularly important, seeing that the
living and working conditions are
among the poorest in the entire U.S.
military.

Currently, the 37,000 U.S. troops sta-
tioned in South Korea are scattered
among 41 troop installations and 54
small camps and support sites. Under
the Land Partnership Plan, the number
of troop installations would be reduced
to 23, a move that I support.

When near the DMZ, I also visited
Camp Casey, which is north of
UijongBu and occupied by some 6300
military and 2500 civilians. More than
any other site I saw, Camp Casey clear-
ly demonstrated the need for improved
living conditions at the soldier bar-
racks. This is an issue that deserves
immediate attention in the 108th Con-
gress.

As I mentioned earlier, I believe that
the present crisis can be resolved. The
United States should be more sensitive
to our longstanding ally, South Korea,
just as we should ensure that North
Korea not be allowed to bully or in-
timidate its neighbors.

Finally, I believe that my trip could
not have been more timely. It has
given me a fresh and immediate per-
spective on a land and a people for
which I have great admiration. Since
returning to Washington, I have met
with both the South Korean National
Security Adviser and their Ambassador
to the United States.

These talks, as well as those with my
Senate colleagues and members of the
Bush administration, give me con-
fidence that we will be able to work
well with President Roh, and that our
bilateral relationship is strong enough
to weather any short-term setbacks.

Lastly, I would once again like to
thank Ambassador Thomas Hubbard
and Gen. Leon LaPorte for all their as-
sistance while I was in South Korea.

———

CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER’S
“AMERICAN UNILATERALISM”

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, In a Decem-
ber 2002 speech delivered by the com-
mentator, Charles Krauthammer, at
the Hillsdale College Churchill dinner
entitled ‘‘American Unilateralism,”
Mr. Krauthammer superbly articulates
the necessity of American action to
confront today’s challenges in the
international arena, most notably Iraq.
He makes a compelling case against
the two kinds of multilateralist think-
ing that are common today: that of the
liberal internationalists and that of
the pragmatic realists.

Liberal internationalists, Krautham-
mer shows, cling to multilateralism as
a shield for their real preference—in
this case, inaction. He aptly points out
that those most strenuously opposed to
U.S. military action in Iraq are also
the strongest supporters of requiring
U.N. backing. The reason, Krautham-
mer concludes, is that ‘‘they see the
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U.N. as a way to stop America in its
tracks.” The liberal internationalist
fails to take into account that there is
no logical, or moral, basis for depend-
ing upon the member of the U.N. Secu-
rity Council to confer legitimacy on
U.S. actions.

Pragmatic realists, Krauthammer ex-
plains, understand the absurdity of the
liberal internationalist’s arguments,
but believe that, nonetheless, the U.S.
needs from a practical standpoint,
international support to act. They be-
lieve that shared decisionmaking will
result in good will, improved relations,
and greater burdensharing. But, as
Krauthammer demonstrates, our expe-
riences in the gulf war prove otherwise.

It is important to note that Kraut-
hammer does not see unilateralism as a
first choice. Rather, he advocates tak-
ing actions that are in the best interest
of the United States, bringing others
along if possible. What he wisely cau-
tions against is allowing ourselves ‘‘to
be held hostage” by the objections of
countries that don’t have America’s in-

terests at heart. He describes
unilateralism as ‘‘the high road to
multilateralism.”” This may sound

paradoxical, but it makes sense. It is
American leadership, asserting a firm
position and committing to take what-
ever actions are necessary to see if
through, that enables a solid coalition
to be built.

Charles Krauthammer’s remarks are
both timely and insightful as the
United States discusses Iragi non-
compliance with members of the U.N.
Security Council and contemplates
military action in Iraq. I highly rec-
ommend them to my colleagues in the
Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Krauthammer’s December 2002 speech
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN UNILATERALISM
(By Charles Krauthammer)

American unilateralism has to do with the
motives and the methods of American behav-
ior in the world, but any discussion of it has
to begin with a discussion of the structure of
the international system. The reason that
we talk about unilateralism today is that we
live in a totally new world. We live in a
unipolar world of a sort that has not existed
in at least 1500 years.

At the end of the Cold War, the conven-
tional wisdom was that with the demise of
the Soviet Empire, the bipolarity of the sec-
ond half of the 20th century would yield to a
multi-polar world. You might recall the
school of thought led by historian Paul Ken-
nedy, who said that America was already in
decline, suffering from imperial overstretch.
There was also the Asian enthusiasm, popu-
larized by James Fallows and others, whose
thinking was best captured by the late-1980s
witticism: ‘“The United States and Russia
decided to hold a Cold War: Who won?
Japan.”

Well they were wrong, and ironically no
one has put it better than Paul Kennedy
himself, in a classic recantation emphasizing
America’s power: ‘“‘Nothing has ever existed
like this disparity of power, nothing.
Charlemagne’s empire was merely Western
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European in its reach. The Roman Empire
stretched farther afield, but there was an-
other great empire in Persia and a larger one
in China. There is, therefore, no compari-
son.”

We tend not to see or understand the his-
torical uniqueness of this situation. Even at
its height, Britain could always be seriously
challenged by the next greatest powers. It
had a smaller army than the land powers of
Europe, and its navy was equaled by the next
two navies combined. Today, the American
military exceeds in spending the next twenty
countries combined. Its Navy, Air Force and
space power are unrivaled. Its dominance ex-
tends as well to every other aspect of inter-
national life—, not only military, but eco-
nomic, technological, diplomatic, cultural,
even linguistic, with a myriad of countries
trying to fend off the inexorable march of
MTYV English.

Ironically, September 11 accentuated and
accelerated this unipolarity. It did so in
three ways. The first and most obvious was
the demonstration it brought forth of Amer-
ican power. In Kosovo, we had seen the first
war ever fought and won exclusively from
the air, which gave the world a hint of the
recent quantum leap in American military
power. But it took September 11 for the U.S.
to unleash, with concentrated fury, a fuller
display of its power in Afghanistan. Being a
relatively pacific commercial republic, the
U.S. does not go around looking for dem-
onstration wars. This one being thrust upon
it, it demonstrated that at a range of 7,000
miles, with but a handful of losses and a sum
total of 426 men on the ground, it could de-
stroy, within weeks, a hardened fanatical re-
gime favored by geography and climate in a
land-locked country that was already well
known as the graveyard of empires. Without
September 11, the giant would surely have
slept longer. The world would have been
aware of America’s size and potential, but
not its ferocity and full capacities.

Secondly, September 11 demonstrated a
new kind of American strength. The center
of our economy was struck, aviation was
shut down, the government was sent under-
ground and the country was rendered para-
lyzed and fearful. Yet within days, the mar-
kets reopened, the economy began its recov-
ery, the president mobilized the nation and a
unified Congress immediately underwrote a
huge worldwide war on terror. The Pentagon,
with its demolished western facade still
smoldering, began planning the war. The il-
lusion of America’s invulnerability was shat-
tered, but with the demonstration of its re-
cuperative powers, that sense of invulner-
ability assumed a new character. It was
transmuted from impermeability to resil-
ience—the product of unrivaled human, tech-
nological and political reserves.

The third effect of September 11 was the
realignment it caused among the great pow-
ers. In 1990, our principal ally was NATO. A
decade later, the alliance had expanded to
include some of the former Warsaw Pact
countries. But several major powers re-
mained uncommitted: Russia and China
flirted with the idea of an anti-hegemonic al-
liance, as they called it. Some Russian lead-
ers made ostentatious visits to little out-
posts of the ex-Soviet Empire like North
Korea and Cuba. India and Pakistan sat on
the sidelines.

Then came September 11, and the bystand-
ers lined up. Pakistan immediately made a
strategic decision to join the American
camp. India enlisted with equal alacrity.
Russia’s Putin, seeing a coincidence of inter-
ests with the U.S. in the war on terror and
an opportunity to develop a close relation
with the one remaining superpower, fell into
line. Even China, while remaining more dis-
tant, saw a coincidence of interest with the
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U.S. in fighting Islamic radicalism, and so
has cooperated in the war on terror and has
not pressed competition with the U.S. in the
Pacific.

This realignment accentuated a remark-
able historical anomaly. All of our historical
experience with hegemony suggests that it
creates a countervailing coalition of weaker
powers. Think of Napoleonic France, or of
Germany in the 20th century. Nature abhors
a vacuum and history abhors hegemony. But
in the first decade of post-Cold War
unipolarity, not a single great power, arose
to challenge America. On the contrary, they
all aligned with the U.S. after September 11.

So we bestride the world like a colossus.
The question is, how do we act in this new
world? What do we do with our position?

Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld gave the
classic formulation of unilateralism when he
said, regarding Afghanistan—but it applies
equally to the war on terror and to other
conflicts—that ‘‘the mission determines the
coalition.” This means that we take our
friends where we find them, but only in order
to help us accomplish our mission. The mis-
sion comes first and we define the mission.

This is in contrast with what I believe is a
classic case study in multilateralism: the
American decision eleven years ago to con-
clude the Gulf War. As the Iraqi Army was
fleeing the first Bush administration had to
decide whether its goal in the war was the
liberation of Kuwait or the liberation of
Iraq. National Security Advisor Brent Scow-
croft, who was instrumental in making the
decision to stop with Kuwait, has explained
that going further would have fractured the
coalition, gone against our promises to our
allies, and violated the U.N. resolutions
under which we had gone to war. ‘‘Had we
added occupation of Iraq and removal of Sad-
dam Hussein to those objectives,”” he wrote,
“‘our Arab allies, refusing to countenance an
invasion of an Arab colleague, would have
deserted us.”” Therefore we did not act. The
coalition defined the mission.

LIBERAL INTERNATIONALISM

There are two schools of committed multi-
lateralists, and it is important to distinguish
between them. There are the liberal inter-
nationalists who act from principle, and
there are the realists who act from prag-
matism. The first was seen in the run-up to
the congressional debate on the war on Iraq.
The main argument from opposition Demo-
crats was that we should wait and hear what
the U.N. was saying. Senator Kennedy, in a
speech before the vote in Congress, said,
“I'm waiting for the final recommendation
of the Security Council before I'm going to
say how I'm going to vote.” Senator Levin,
who at the time was the Chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, actually
suggested giving authority to the President
to act in Iraq only upon the approval of the
U.N. Security Council.

The liberal internationalist position is a
principled position, but it makes no internal
sense. It is based on a moral vision of the
world, but it is impossible to understand the
moral logic by which the approval of the Se-
curity Council confers moral legitimacy on
this or any other enterprise. How does the
blessing of the butchers of Tiananmen
Square, who hold the Chinese seat on the
Council, lend moral authority to anything,
let alone the invasion of another country?
On what basis is moral legitimacy lent by
the support of the Kremlin, whose central in-
terest in Iraq, as all of us knows, is oil and
the $8 billion that Iraq owes Russia in debt?
Or of the French, who did everything that
they could to weaken the resolution, then
came on board at the last minute because
they saw that an Anglo-American train was
possibly leaving for Baghdad, and they didn’t
want to be left at the station?
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My point is not to blame the French or the
Russians or the Chinese for acting in their
own national interest. That’s what nations
do. My point is to express wonder at Ameri-
cans who find it unseemly to act in the name
of our own national interest, and who cannot
see the logical absurdity of granting moral
legitimacy to American action only if it
earns the prior approval of others which is
granted or withheld on the most cynical
grounds of self-interest.

PRACTICAL MULTILATERALISM

So much for the moral argument that
underlies multilateralism. What are the
practical arguments? There is a school of re-
alists who agree that liberal internation-
alism is nonsense, but who argue plausibly
that we need international or allied support,
regardless. One of their arguments is that if
a power consistency shares rule making with
others, it is more likely to get aid and assist-
ance from them.

I have my doubts. The US. made an ex-
traordinary effort during the Gulf War to get
U.N. support, share decision-making and as-
semble a coalition. As I have pointed out, it
even denied itself the fruits of victory in
order to honor coalition goals. Did this di-
minish anti-Americanism in the region? Did
it garner support for subsequent Iraq pol-
icy—policy dictated by the original acquies-
cence to that coalition? The attacks of Sep-
tember 11 were planned during the Clinton
administration, an administration that made
a fetish of consultation and did its utmost to
subordinate American hegemony. Yet
resentments were hardly assuaged, because
extremist rage against the U.S. is engen-
dered by the very structure of the inter-
national system, not by our management of
it.

Pragmatic realists value multilateralism
in the interest of sharing burdens, on the
theory that if you share decision-making,
you enlist others in your own hegemonic en-
terprise. As proponents of this school and ar-
gued recently in Foreign Affairs, ‘“‘Straining
relationships now will lead only to a more
challenging policy environment later on.”
This is a pure cost-benefit analysis of
multilateralism versus unilateralism.

If the concern about unilateralism is that
American assertiveness be judiciously ra-
tioned and that one needs to think long-term
hardly anybody will disagree. One does not
g0 it alone or dictate terms on every issue.
There’s no need to. On some issues, such as
membership in the World Trade Organiza-
tion, where the long-term benefit both to the
U.S. and to the global interest is demon-
strable, one willingly constricts sovereignty.
Trade agreements are easy calls, however,
free trade being perhaps the only
mathematicaly provable political good.
Other agreements require great skepticism.
The Kyoto Protocol on climate change, for
example, would have had a disastrous effect
on the American economy, while doing noth-
ing for the global environment. Increased
emissions from China, India and other third-
world countries which are exempt from its
provisions clearly would have overwhelmed
and made up for what-ever American cuts
would have occurred. Kyoto was therefore
rightly rejected by the Bush administration.
It failed on its merits, but it was pushed very
hard nonetheless, because the rest of the
world supported it.

The same case was made during the Clin-
ton administration for chemical and biologi-
cal weapons treaties, which they negotiated
assiduously under the logic of, ‘‘Sure,
they’re useless of worse, but why not give in,
in order to build good will for future needs?”’
The problem is that appeasing multilateral-
ism does not assuage it; appeasement only
legitimizes it. Repeated acquiescence on pro-
visions that America deems injurious rein-
forces the notion that legitimacy
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derives from international consensus. This is
not only a moral absurdity. It is injurious to
the U.S., because it undermines any future
ability of the U.S. to act unilaterally, if nec-
essary.

The key point I want to make about the
new unilateralism is that we have to be guid-
ed by our own independent judgment, both
about our own interests and about global in-
terests. This is true especially on questions
of national security, war making, and free-
dom of action in the deployment of power.
America should neither defer nor contract
out such decision-making, particularly when
the concessions involve permanent struc-
tural constrictions, such as those imposed by
the International Criminal Court. Should we
exercise prudence? Yes. There is no need to
act the superpower in East Timor or Bosnia,
as there is in Afghanistan or in Iraq. There
is no need to act the superpower on steel tar-
iffs, as there is on missile defense

The prudent exercise of power calls for oc-
casional concessions on non-vital issues, if
only to maintain some psychological good-
will. There’s no need for gratuitous high-
handedness or arrogance. We shouldn’t, how-
ever, delude ourselves as to what psycho-
logical goodwill can buy. Countries will co-
operate with us first our of their own self-in-
terest, and second out of the need and desire
to cultivate good relations with the world’s
unipolar power. Warm feelings are a distant
third.

After the attack on the USS Cole, Yemen
did everything it could to stymie the Amer-
ican investigation. It lifted not a finger to
suppress terrorism at home, and this was
under an American administration that was
obsessively multilateralist and accommo-
dating. Yet today, under the most
unilateralist American administration in
memory, Yemen has decided to assist in the
war on terrorism. This was not the result of
a sudden attack of Yemeni goodwill, or of a
quick re-reading of the Federalist Papers. It
was a result of the war in Afghanistan, which
concentrated the mind of recalcitrant states
on the price of non-cooperation.

Coalitions are not made by superpowers
going begging hat in hand; they are made by
asserting a position and inviting others to
join. What even pragmatic realists fail to un-
derstand is that unilateralism is the high
road to multilateralism. It was when the
first President Bush said that the Iraqi inva-
sion of Kuwait would not stand, and made it
clear that he was prepared to act alone if
necessary, that he created the Gulf War coa-
lition.

AMERICA’S SPECIAL ROLE

Of course, unilateralism does not mean
seeking to act alone. One acts in concert
with others when possible. It simply means
that one will not allow oneself to be held
hostage to others. No one would reject Secu-
rity Council support for war on Iraq or for
any other action. The question is what to do
if, at the end of the day, the Security Coun-
cil or the international community refuses
to back us? Do we allow ourselves to be dic-
tated to on issues of vital national interest?
The answer has to be ‘‘no,” not just because
we are being willful, but because we have a
special role, a special place in the world
today, and therefore a special responsibility.

Let me give you an interesting example of
specialness that attaches to another nation.
During the 1997 negotiations in Oslo over the
land mine treaty, when just about the entire
Western world was campaigning for a land
mine ban, one of the holdouts was Finland.
The Finnish prime minister found himself
scolded by his Scandinavian neighbors for
stubbornly refusing to sign on the ban. Fi-
nally, having had enough, he noted tartly
that being foursquare in favor of banning
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land mines was a ‘‘very convenient’ pose for
those neighbors who ‘“‘want Finland to be
their land mine.”

In many parts of the world, a thin line of
American GIs is the land mine. The main
reason that the U.S. opposed the land mine
treaty is that we need them in places like
the DMZ in Korea. Sweden and Canada and
France do not have to worry about an inva-
sion from North Korea killing thousands of
their soldiers. We do. Therefore, as the
unipolar power and as the guarantor of peace
in places where Swedes do not tread, we need
weapons that others do not. Being uniquely
situated in the world, we cannot afford the
empty platitudes of allies not quite candid
enough to admit that they live under the
protection of American power. In the end, we
have no alternative but to be unilateralist.
Multilateralism becomes either an exercise
in futility or a cover for inaction.

The futility of it is important to under-
stand. The entire beginning of the unipolar
age was a time when this country, led by the
Clinton administration, eschewed unilateral-
ism and pursued multilateralism with a
vengeance. Indeed, the principal diplomatic
activity of the U.S. for eight years was the
pursuit of a dizzying array of universal trea-
ties: the comprehensive test ban treaty, the
chemical weapons convention, the biological
weapons convention, Kyoto and, of course,
land mines.

In 1997, the Senate passed a chemical weap-
ons convention that even its proponents ad-
mitted was useless and unenforceable. The
argument for it was that everyone else had
signed it and that failure to ratify would
leave us isolated. To which we ought to say:
So what? Isolation in the name of a prin-
ciple, in the name of our own security, in the
name of rationality is an honorable position.

Multilateralism is at root a cover for inac-
tion. Ask yourself why those who are so
strenuously opposed to taking action against
Iraq are also so strenuously in favor of re-
quiring U.N. support. The reason is that they
see the U.N. as a way to stop America in its
tracks. They know that for ten years the Se-
curity Council did nothing about Iraq; in-
deed, it worked assiduously to weaken sanc-
tions and inspections. It was only when
President Bush threatened unilateral action
that the U.N. took any action and stirred
itself to pass a resolution. The virtue of
unilateralism is not just that it allows ac-
tion. It forces action.

I return to the point I made earlier. The
way to build a coalition is to be prepared to
act alone. The reason that President Bush
has been able and will continue to be able to
assemble a coalition on Iraq is that the
Turks, the Kuwaitis and others in the region
will understand that we are prepared to act
alone if necessary. In the end, the real divi-
sion between unilateralists and
multilateralists is not really about partner-
ships or about means or about methods. It is
about ends.

We have never faced a greater threat than
we do today, living in a world of weapons of
mass destruction of unimaginable power.
The divide before us, between unilateralism
and multilateralism, is at the end of the day
a divide between action and inaction. Now is
the time for action, unilaterally if nec-
essary.

———

HONORING CINDY DWYER ON HER
RETIREMENT

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to call to attention of all Sen-
ators, the retirement of a dedicated
public servant and an individual who
has given much to the operation of four
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Senate offices. Cindy Dwyer, a member
of my staff for the past 2% years, will
be ending her career as a staff person
in the Senate. As the scheduler in my
Washington, DC, Senate office, Cindy
has been a model for other dedicated
and talented staff members to emulate,
and an invaluable asset to everyone
who had the honor of working with her.
It is with deep regret I announce she
will be leaving my office and the Sen-
ate in February.

Before coming to Washington, Cindy
worked as a kindergarten teacher in
Wakonda, SD. In 1975, she began her
congressional career in the office of
former South Dakota Senator James
Abourezk. She worked as a staff assist-
ant in Senator Abourezk’s office, and
also a part-time employee of the Sen-
ate’s post office.

After Senator Abourezk’s retirement
in 1978, Cindy joined the staff of then-
Congressman ToOM DASCHLE, in his first
term as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives serving South Dakota. It
was during that time that Cindy began
her long and distinguished career as a
scheduler for Members of Congress.

Cindy worked as a consultant for sev-
eral years before rejoining Congress-
man DASCHLE’s staff in 1985. She went
on to become Senator DASCHLE’s first
Senate press secretary when he was
elected to the Senate in 1987. She
worked for our South Dakota colleague
for another 1% years, before leaving to
work for another of our colleagues,
Senator J. Robert Kerrey of Nebraska.
For 12 years, from 1988-2000, she worked
for Senator Kerrey, first on his cam-
paign, and later as a senior member of
his staff and a very integral member of
the Kerrey team. I have been told that
little occurred in Bob Kerrey’s office
that Cindy wasn’t involved with. As
one of Senator Kerrey’s closest and
trusted advisers, she was responsible
for helping to execute the very strong
record of service that Senator Kerrey
delivered for his Nebraska constitu-
ents.

While I regretted Senator Kerrey’s
retirement from the Senate in 2000, his
departure turned out to be my good
fortune, because it was at that point in
time that I had the fortune of working
with Cindy. I needed to hire an experi-
enced scheduler, and Cindy Dwyer was
that answer. To show Cindy’s dedica-
tion to the Senate and the Senators
with whom she has served, she under-
took a herculean effort by working in
both offices. For a period of time in
2000, she continued to work with Sen-
ator Kerrey, helping to wind down his
final few months of Senate service, and
began working in my office as my
scheduler. Very few staff members
could have undertaken the responsibil-
ities that Cindy did, working well be-
yond a normal workweek, even by Sen-
ate standards, to provide service to two
Senators.

During her 2V years of service, Cindy
helped to organize the day to day ac-
tivities of my office and my schedule.
The efficiency and organization of my
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